
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 5, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (JULY 11, 2024, & AUGUST 1, 2024) 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA) 
 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow Self Service Mini-

Warehouses in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. Highway 90, PID 

#81831440.000 (GPC #24-32-CU) 

 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the sale of sheds in the TC – 

Town Center Zoning District. 2101 Old Spanish Trail, (GPC #24-33-SE) 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in an R-3 

Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District. 7717 Dahlia Drive, (GPC #24-34-

SE) 

4. Consider a request for a six-foot (6’) variance to side yard setback requirements for an 

accessory building and a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front yard in a R-1 Low 

Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1715 Piney Lane, (GPC #24-35-VAR) 

VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
 A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
   
 B. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
 
IX. ADJOURN 



  

 

JULY 11, 2024  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

 
BE IT REMEMBERED that a meeting of the Gautier Planning Commission of 

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on July 11, 2024, at 5:30 PM in the Council 
Chambers of the Gautier Municipal Building at 3330 Highway 90, Gautier, Mississippi. 

 
Commission Members present were: Chairman Kay C. Jamison, 

Commissioners Josh Ward (by phone), DeAnna McManus, Maurice Hudson, William 
Davis, and Chris Hoover. Also present were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, and 
Babs Logan, Planning Technician. Absent was Rick Decoteau. 

 

        
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

JULY 11, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (JUNE 6, 2024) 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA) 
 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Consider a request for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance 

for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural Zoning District. 5900 Brown Road, (GPC #24-

17-VAR) *Tabled from June 6 meeting. 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a mobile home in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 2132 Dailey Road, 

(GPC #24-20-SE) 



 

3. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) in a Mobile Home Park in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3101 Oak Street (GPC #24-21-CU) 

 

4. Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height requirements in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1801 Seacliffe Drive, 

PID #82513460.060, (GPC #24-22-VAR) 

5. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3224 & 3228 Willis Drive (GPC #24-

23-CU) 

 

6. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory building 

on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

Zoning District. 913 Roys Road, (GPC #24-24-SE) 

7. Consider a request for a seventeen (17) square foot variance to sign square 

footage requirements previously approved as a Special Exception located in a R-

1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3001 Ladnier Road, 

(GPC #24-25-VAR) 

VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
 A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
   
 B. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
 
IX. ADJOURN 

 

 

 

 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to hear Item #7 on the Agenda first. 

 

Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 
AYES:  Kay C. Jamison  
  Josh Ward 
  DeAnna McManus 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Chris Hoover 
  William Davis 
   
   
ABSENT:  Ricky Decoteau 
   
  
 



Motion Passed  
 

 

 

 

Commissioner McManus made a motion to approve the June 6, 2024, minutes. 
 
Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

AYES:   Kay C. Jamison  
   Josh Ward 
   DeAnna McManus 
    Maurice Hudson 
   William Davis 
 

 ABSTAINED:    Chris Hoover  
 
 ABSENT:  Ricky Decoteau 
    
   
Motion Passed.  
 
 
 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT 
LISTED ON THE AGENDA) – None 

 
 

 

OLD BUSINESS - None 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 
 

1. Consider a request for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance 

for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural Zoning District. 5900 Brown Road, (GPC #24-

17-VAR) *Tabled from June 6 meeting. 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case and reminded 

Commissioners that this request was tabled at the June 6, 2024, meeting so the other 

applicant could better explain what they were wanting to do.  

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Crystal Viera and Steven Brown 
for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance for a dwelling in an AG 
Agricultural Zoning District at 5900 Brown Road, PID #82429350.000 (GPC #24-17-



 

VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on April 15, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
There currently is a house and a separate garage apartment on the property. The house 
was heavily damaged during Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished. 
The garage apartment was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in the garage 
apartment until they can build a new home. The apartment is 848 square feet. The garage 
area is 875 square feet and can also be converted into living space. In order to occupy 
the existing apartment, the applicants will need a 477 square foot variance. The Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in 
an AG Agricultural District. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicants are asking for a 477 square foot variance to the minimum square footage 
for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural District. Although the house on the property was 
heavily damaged in Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished, the 
garage apartment on the property was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in 
the garage apartment until they can build a new home. The garage apartment has 848 
square feet of living area. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a 
minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in an AG Agricultural District. The applicants 
are requesting a 477 square foot variance. 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 



UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 
not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 



 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present their case.  
 
Steven Brown, the applicant, apologized for the confusion at the last meeting when his 
fiancée presented the case. He said they never planned to live in the structure. It was in 
bad need of repairs, and he wanted the electricity turned on so that they could make 
repairs and complete what the previous owner had started. The previous owner was in 
the process of converting the garage into living space. It is all wired and has a/c. The 
garage doors in the front need to be removed and new doors put in. He said they didn’t 
plan on moving into a 400 square foot dwelling. They were just trying to get a temporary 
power pole so they could use their table saws, etc. to do repairs.  
 
Chairman Jamison said that from what she remembers from the last meeting, the 
problem was that his fiancée said that they were going to stay the night there sometimes 
after a hard day working on the property and have a place to shower. His fiancée didn’t 
seem to know how long they were going to stay there. She explained that this structure 
was originally an accessory structure to a house that had been damaged by a storm and 
had recently been torn down. Her concern was that, if the request were to be approved, 
the applicants might move into the structure and never build a house that met the 1325 
square foot requirement for that district. 
 
Commissioner McManus noted that the structure would become their primary 
residence. 
 
Chairman Jamison said that because the structure would become their primary 
residence, they would not be able to build another house on the property. 
 
Mr. Brown said they were just going to fix the building up so someone would buy it and 
that they were already trying to sell it. He said they had already put $20,000 into it.  
 
Chairman Jamison said that her understanding now was that they wanted to finish the 
garage and consider the structure a house, not a garage and a garage apartment, and 
sell it, not live in it. This was totally different than what was explained at the meeting last 
month.  
 
Mr. Ankerson noted that the request had turned into something totally different than what 
was presented to Staff when the request was made. If the applicants want to make it a 
primary structure, he could revisit everything and see how much square footage would 
need to be added to the structure for it to meet the minimum square footage requirements 



for a house. The applicants would have to go through the permit process, and he would 
have to look at setbacks, etc.  
 
Mr. Brown said that he and his fiancée were already looking at property in Tennessee to 
buy and that they were planning to move as soon as possible. They didn’t want to leave 
with the structure in the condition it is in since they were trying to sell it. They want to 
finish the repairs but knew that running generators would be noisy for the neighbors. 
 
Commissioner McManus asked why he didn’t just sell the property as is. She said you 
never know what the new owner might want to do with the property or the structure. 
 
Mr. Brown said that may be what they decide to do. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Hudson made a motion to deny the request. 
 
Chairman Jamison seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   William Davis 

   Chris Hoover 

    

   

ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 

    

    

Motion passed. 
 

 
 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a mobile home in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 2132 Dailey Road, 

(GPC #24-20-SE) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Fernando Rodriguez for a Special 
Exception that would allow a mobile home in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 2132 Dailey Road, PID #85700145.000 (GPC #24-20-SE). The 



 

application fee of $250 was paid on May 3, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: 2132 Dailey Road, PID #85700145.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 0.34 acres 
Existing mobile home on property 

 
3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Available at current location 

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant, Mobile Homes 

 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D) Medium 
Density Residential 
 

8. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): 
Medium Density Residential.  

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: I got the property using all my savings with the intention to 
set my mother in a free and clear of worries environment in the City of Gautier,  
 
Staff Finding: There are currently other Mobile Homes existing in the immediate 
area in the same zoning district. 
 
2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 

be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 



 

Applicant Response: By allowing my mobile home to stay on the property would 
not affect any neighbors at all. Seems like many of the homes nearby are mobile 
homes as well. 
 
Staff Finding: Future Land Use designation is Medium Density Residential. 
 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: I am not sure how to respond to that. I did get the property 

not knowing much about it. 

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception will not be contrary to the 
public interest, and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal 
enforcement of the ordinance would result in undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 



 

 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 

Fernando Rodriguez, the applicant, said he originally bought the property for his mother. 
He said the previous owner didn’t advise him, and he didn’t do the proper research to find 
out, that the mobile home wasn’t allowed to stay on the property. 

Chairman Jamison stated that the problem seemed to be that he bought a piece of 
property with a mobile home on it, not knowing it was an R-1 district that doesn’t allow 
mobile homes. And since the power had been off for more than a year the mobile home 
was no longer grandfathered in.  

Mr. Rodriguez said that when he called the power company they turned the power on, 
but when he called the Planning Department he was told the power company shouldn’t 
have turned it on. 

Chairman Jamison noted that practically the whole street has mobile homes on it.  

Mr. Rodriguez said that he had put new floors in and had started other repairs that 
needed to be done on the mobile home. He said that when he went to get the water 
turned on, he was told the mobile home was no longer allowed on the property. 

Commissioner Hoover said that the mobile home definitely fits the area. He also asked 
how much work was left to do on the mobile home.   



Mr. Rodriguez said he was going to redo the front porch and the inside. He said he also 
wondered why it wasn’t allowed there because there were other mobile homes on the 
street.  

Commissioner Davis asked if the existing mobile home was grandfathered in because 
of the original zoning. 

Mr. Ankerson said that it was most likely placed there under a different zoning 
designation, but the area has been rezoned R-1 Single-Family Residential. The structure 
would have been legal non-conforming until it lost utilities and became vacant for more 
than 180 days, which is what happened. The applicant purchased the property and went 
to the power company to have the power turned on. The power company turned the 
power on without sending the applicant to Planning for an inspection. This was a mistake 
on the power company’s part. A permit for power would never have been issued because 
mobile homes are not allowed in an R-1 district. The mobile home received power without 
being inspected, but when he went to get the water turned on, the City realized the power 
company had turned on power to the illegal non-conforming structure. The applicant was 
then notified of the process to get permission for power at this location. If the request is 
approved by Council, he will have to get a permit for a power inspection and for the work 
he is doing. If the mobile home passes the inspection, power will be released.  

There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner Hoover made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Exception 
as presented. 

Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison  

    Josh Ward 
    DeAnna McManus 
    Maurice Hudson 
    William Davis 
    Chris Hoover  
 
  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 
 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 
 

3. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) in a Mobile Home Park in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3101 Oak Street (GPC #24-21-CU) 

 



 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Albert Guy Easom, III for a 
Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational Vehicle (RV) in a Mobile Home 
Park in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District 
at 3101 Oak Street, PID #87010066.000 (GPC #24-21-CU). The application fee of $250 
was paid on May 8, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3101 Oak Street, PID #87010066.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area of Mobile Home Park: Approximately 11.47 Acres 
  

3. Existing Zoning – MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Mobile Home Park (See Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Recreational 
Commercial (See Exhibit D) 
 

DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

 
1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the particular 

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Recreational Vehicle (RV) is listed as a Conditional Use-Major 

in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 

vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 

other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering or other 

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: Other RVs in area 

 
Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-MW zoning district with a 
Major Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary 



to help the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development 
in the vicinity.    
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  

4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 

and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public 

services and facilities.  

  

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Recreational Commercial” for 

future land use of this property.     

 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 

real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 

dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  



 

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 

it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations.   

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 
 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
Albert Guy Easom, the applicant, said there was a mobile home on the lot where the RV 

is now but a tree fell on it, so he removed the mobile home. A guy wanted to rent the lot 

to put an RV on it. The guy moved the RV in and when he went to get power he found 

out he couldn’t because the property isn’t zoned for RVs. Mr. Easom said the 2022 model 

RV looks 100 times better than the 1974 model mobile home that was in there. He said 

the RV is located all the way in the back of the property and can’t be seen from any street. 

The RV owner told him the only reason he didn’t put a mobile home on the lot was 



because they were too expensive. Especially since he was only going to come down 

about twice a month.  

Chairman Jamison asked if there were only mobile homes on the lot or were there other 

RVs. 

Mr. Easom said there were 5 other RVs on the property now that are used for camps. 

After Hurricane Katrina hit there were a lot of RVs that moved in, and a large number of 

those later moved out.  

Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Ankerson if the RVs might have been grandfathered in or 

moved in without the City’s knowledge. 

Mr. Ankerson said that could have been the case. Either that or they have been there a 

number of years.  

Commissioner McManus asked Mr. Easom how long he had owned the property. 

Mr. Easom said he bought the property in 1999.  

Chairman Jamison asked how old the RVs were. 

Mr. Easom said that all the RVs were newer RVs. 

Chairman Jamison stated that if Mr. Easom recently allowed other campers to move in 

he did so without it being legal. At least since 2011, this property has been zoned as a 

mobile home park, so if the RVs came in before 2011, they would be grandfathered but 

after 2011 they would not be in compliance. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that an RV park is allowed by right in the MURC-MW district, 

but this is a mobile home park that was grandfathered in, not an RV park. A new mobile 

home park would not be allowed by right in this district. A new mobile home would not be 

allowed in MURC-MW by right either, although an existing mobile home would be allowed 

to stay or be replaced. Placing a single RV on a lot that is not an RV park would require 

approval of a Conditional Use-Major which is why this request is before the Planning 

Commission.  

Chairman Jamison asked if a Conditional Use stayed with the property, and if so, would 

this allow the other 5 RVs. 

Mr. Ankerson advised that a Conditional Use does stay with the land and that if this 

request were approved it would basically allow RVs on the property. 

Commissioner Hudson noted that the area was inundated with other mobile homes and 

RVs. He doesn’t want to send a mixed message by allowing something that they have 

been denying, but this area is consistent with the harmony of that area.  

Chairman Jamison said that this 11-acre mobile home park, which is full of mobile 

homes and campers, is different than mobile homes and campers being located on a 

road. 



 

Michele Gautier Lee stated that her office is located at 420 Highway 90 and the back of 

her office is on Mary Walker Drive. She said that in the last 2-3 years permission has 

been given to put RVs all along River Oaks Drive and Mary Walker Drive. She feels that 

an RV should only stay for a couple weeks or a couple months then have to pick up and 

move. She is seeing small lots with RVs that have wooden decks, which to her makes it 

more of a permanent spot. She is concerned that the neighborhood will be flooded with 

RVs that are permanent, not ones that come and go. RVs in an RV park should not be 

able to stay all year.  

Chairman Jamison said that there are RV parks that rent by the month but allow RVs to 

stay for years. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that our UDO does not dictate the terms of land rental or lease. 

What it does dictate is that an RV must be road ready at all times. 

Michael Davis said there is a 3 month continuous stay within any 12 month period and 

they shall not be used as a permanent year-round residence. He said that was found in 

Article 6.6.1 General Regulations of the UDO. People are staying much longer than 3 

months.  

Chairman Jamison asked if Mr. Davis was correct about the 3 month stay. 

Mr. Ankerson said it is in the Ordinance, but they could leave for a day and who’s to say 

that someone is living there. The city doesn’t have the Staff to check on this daily.  

James Richard Lee said he would like to know what the permitted density of an RV park 

is, and what the minimum size has to be to be classified as an RV park. He has seen 3 

or 4 RVs being placed on a lot that would not qualify for a house to be built on it. Some 

of the RVs he has seen are not readily mobile because they are either on blocks or jacks 

and the wheels have been taken off. He feels that making all these exceptions to the rules 

will soon lead to no rules. 

Commissioner Hudson said he wants to guard what is being said but this particular 

case is to make a decision about an RV being in a mobile home park. He asked if an old 

RV is deteriorating, and the owner wants to replace it, would they have to come before 

the Planning Commission and Council for approval. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that if a new lot for an RV is established on a parcel, the power 

pole and the density of the park would have to be looked at. If an RV is going on an 

existing lot with an existing pole, we only inspect the pole. Most of the RV parks in the 

area are grandfathered parks. They existed before the Ordinance changed in 2010. If a 

park gets to the maximum density allowed, we will stop allowing new lots in the park so it 

would stay compliant.  

Commissioner McManus said we were getting off topic. This is not an RV park. 

Commissioner Davis said that last month there was a request for an RV to be allowed 

on an individual lot in the MURC-MW district and there were a lot of objections and 

discussion based on the character of the different areas within the district. He would like 



to see City Council look at the area and see if there was a way to segregate the district 

due to the different characteristics of each area. 

Commissioner Hoover asked if the request was denied would it affect the other 5 RVs 

in the mobile home park. 

Mr. Ankerson said that in order to answer that he would have to do some research and 

see if he could find out when they were brought in.  

ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner McManus made a motion to recommend that City Council deny the 
Conditional Use-Major. 
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 
DeAnna McManus 

  Maurice Hudson 
Chris Hoover 

    William Davis 
 
  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 
     
      
     
Motion passed. 

 

 

4. Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height requirements in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1801 Seacliffe Drive, 

PID #82513460.060, (GPC #24-22-VAR) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  

Chairman Jamison asked what made this a secondary front yard. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that this is a secondary front yard because it is a through lot. 

Because she owns the lot behind her house, and they are contiguous, they are treated 

as one lot. The rear lot is adjacent to McVeay Lane. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Kelly Braud for a two-foot (2’) 
Variance to fence height requirements in a secondary front yard in a R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1801 Seacliffe, PID #82513460.060 (GPC 
#24-22-VAR) The application fee of $175 was paid on May 13, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  



 

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant has placed a six-foot (6’) privacy fence in a secondary front yard area where 
the maximum fence height allowed is four feet (4’). The applicant needs a two-foot (2’) 
variance to the fence height requirements in a secondary front yard.  
 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is requesting a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height requirements in a 
secondary front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. The 
maximum height for a fence in a front yard or secondary front yard is four feet (4’). (See 
UDO Article 11, Section 11.10.2) Her fence is six feet (6’) in height. 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  



Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

 

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 
not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 



 

1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present her case.  

Kelly Braud, the applicant, explained that her house faces Seacliffe, but her back yard 

abuts McVeay Lane. There was an existing chain link fence in the rear yard that they 

were going to keep but some very aggressive dogs had jumped it and tried to attack her 

family. She contacted Lowe’s who contracted out to a fencing company. The company 

told her they were going to check the Ordinances and get any permits that were needed. 

Although they told her everything was good, they apparently didn’t do what was needed 

because a year and a half later she got an ordinance violation notice. 

Commissioner Davis asked how far off the road the fence was.  

Ms. Braud said the fence was 13’ from the property line and about 25’ from the road. 

Chairman Jamison noted that the issue was the height of the fence.  

Mr. Ankerson explained that the request could have been submitted as a variance to 

distance or submitted as a variance to height. The fence would be legal if it was 25’ off 

the property line because that is what the designated secondary front yard is. From the 

property line 25’ back is the required setback to the building line which makes that the 

secondary front yard area. The fence is in front of that 25’ requirement but there is also 

a height issue of 2’. The fence is 6’ in height. It could remain where it is if it were only 4’ 

high. It could have been requested as a setback variance or a height variance. 

Chairman Jamison asked if it were too expensive to move the fence in to the 25’ mark. 

Ms. Braud said when she called Lowe’s they told her it would cost a little over $4000 to 

move the fence.  

Chairman Jamison asked how much of her property she had fenced in and was it a 

wood fence. If it were wood, could it be chopped off to 4’ for less than $4000. 

Ms. Braud said it was a wood fence and her whole yard is fenced but it would just be 

the back lot line that is the issue. The whole point of having a 6’ fence is that at 4’ the 

dogs could jump it and they were very aggressive. She was not only concerned for her 

family’s safety, but she has dogs of her own.  

Abby Spurrier explained that she had inherited property adjacent to Ms. Braud’s 

property on McVeay Lane about two years ago. She gave the Commissioners a handout 

with pictures showing the repairs/remodel she had done on the property. She said that 

because her house is 35’ from the property line Ms. Braud’s fence should either be 4’ 

high to a point that is 35’ from the property line, or 6’ high at a point that is over 25’ from 

the property line. The original chain link fence is still up. The wooden fence only goes 

straight back with the property line from the lot on Seacliffe which means the property 

on either side of the fence will just grow back up. She said she shouldn’t have to look at 

this eyesore since they have fixed up their property on McVeay. 



Commissioner Hudson noted that there was only a tree line behind the fence. There 

was no entrance to the main structure on McVeay Lane, only on Seacliffe Drive. 

Commissioner McManus said that even if she moves the fence back to the 25’ line the 

property past the fence will still look the same. There is vegetation that actually 

camouflages the fence. That vegetation could be there whether the fence was there or 

not. 

Ms. Spurrier said the fence would still block her view. 

Commissioner Davis said if the picture she had given them was taken from her 

property, the only thing he saw that might block her view would be the trees not the 

fence. 

William Bucklew, owner of property at 1708 McVeay Lane, said that before the fence 

was put up, he had a clear view of what was coming down the road, but now he has to 

pull up past the shrub line to see traffic. He said he spoke to Ms. Braud’s father when 

the fence was being built and told him what the rules were and that the fence wasn’t to 

code. The father said the fence company had a permit. 

Chairman Jamison said she thinks the Commissioners should go by the UDO and make 

Ms. Braud move the fence back to the 25’ line. She doesn’t think it would cost $4000 to 

move it. What happens if McVeay turns into the next place to build a new house and you 

have these 6’ fences you are looking at. It doesn’t make your yard very appealing. 

Commissioner Hudson said he disagrees because it isn’t her fault that her contractor 

didn’t do their due diligence. Also, the so-called eyesore isn’t the fence, it has been said 

that it is the vegetation. 

Commissioner McManus said that if you move the fence back everything is going to 

look exactly the same. The line of trees will still be there. She doesn’t think it will change 

the visual aspect. It will still look like a 6’ privacy fence with a line of trees behind it. As 

for not being able to see down the street, McVeay is a tiny road without a lot of traffic. 

ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Hudson made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve 
the 2’ variance on the height of the fence. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

   William Davis 

 

 NAYS: Kay C. Jamison 

  

  ABSENT: Josh Ward 

Ricky Decoteau 



 

    

    

Motion passed. 
 
NOTE: Commissioner Ward, who was attending by phone, left the meeting 
sometime during this case. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3224 & 3228 Willis Drive (GPC #24-

23-CU) 

 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He explained that 

they were proposing to put the RV in the center of two lots.  

Commissioner Davis asked for clarification that a Conditional Use stayed with the land, 

and that the Ordinance states that this use is not allowed by right, only allowed if 

approved. 

Mr. Ankerson stated that a Conditional Use did stay with the land and that an RV on an 

individual lot in MURC-MW was only allowed if a Conditional Use – Major was approved 

by Council. An RV park is allowed by right in the district if it meets all the requirements 

set by the UDO for an RV park.  

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Karen Cooley for a Conditional 
Use-Major that would allow a Recreational Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-
MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District at 3224 & 3228 
Willis Drive, PID #87420108.000 & #87420107.000. The applicant plans to park the RV 
on the property line between the two lots. (GPC #24-23-CU). The application fee of $250 
was paid on May 15, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3224 & 3228 Willis Drive, PID #87420108.000 & #87420107.000 

(See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area of Both Lots: Approximately 0.26 Acres 
  



3. Existing Zoning – MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Vacant (See Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Recreational 
Commercial (See Exhibit D) 
 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

 
1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the Zoning 

District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Recreational Vehicle (RV) is listed as a Conditional Use-Major 

in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 

vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk, and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 

other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering, or other 

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: Other RVs in area 

 
Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-MW zoning district with a 
Major Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary 
to help the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development 
in the vicinity.    
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  

4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 



 

Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 

and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public 

services and facilities.  

  

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Recreational Commercial” for 

future land use of this property.     

 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 

real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 

dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 

it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations.   

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 



 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present her case. 
 
Karen Cooley, the applicant, said she would like to put a recreational camper on her 
property on Willis Street that her family has owned since 1958. The house that was on 
the property was destroyed by Hurricane Katrina. She usually comes in the fall and stays 
until the spring, but she would be happy to work with the city. If she needs to only stay 3 
months and move back and forth she would, but that would be a nuisance to whoever 
lives next to her. She just wants to be able to use her property. There is an RV at the 
other end of Willis Drive that stayed there for 3 or 4 months and just left out. Eddie 
Pearson’s property on the other side of Willis has 3 RVs hooked up to power. Her RV is 
about 4 years old. 
 
Michael Davis, 3100 Oak Street, said he opposes all drag behind campers to be put in 
the city on lots that are supposed to have residential houses. He doesn’t mind anything 
that would be there temporarily like one to three months maybe, but the lots are designed 
for building a house. RVs that are allowed on individual lots will probably be there longer 
than the maximum amount of time that RVs are allowed in an RV park. If you are going 
to continually come down to stay in an RV, you need to stay in an RV park. 
 
Commissioner Davis restated what he said in an earlier case. He thinks the MURC-MW 
district should be studied and possibly revised. Otherwise, they will be looking at this type 
of request over and over. 
 
Michelle Gautier Lee said that allowing RVs on these small lots is making it too crowded. 
It is increasing the density too much. She said that most of these RVs have come in since 
the new Ordinance.  



 

 
Chairman Jamison read four letters of opposition that were received into the record. 
 
Jamie Hannah, Ms. Cooley’s stepdaughter, said the property is on the water and they 
like to fish. Having the RV there would give them a cool place to go when they are fishing 
or just enjoying the property. She said the environment and vibe of the whole area is fish 
camps, marina, etc. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if a Conditional Use runs with the land, and if conditions 
were put on the Conditional Use, would those conditions stay with the land forever. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that if ownership of the property changed and the new owner 
wanted to have the same Conditional Use that was approved, the new owner would have 
to comply with the same conditions that were placed on it originally.   
 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner McManus made a motion to recommend that City Council deny the 
Conditional Use-Major. 
 
Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 

   
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

DeAnna McManus 
  Maurice Hudson 

Chris Hoover 
 
  NAYS: William Davis 
 
  ABSENT: Josh Ward 

Ricky Decoteau 
       
     
Motion passed. 
 
 
 

 
6. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory building 

on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District. 913 Roys Road, (GPC #24-24-SE) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James Thomas for a Special 
Exception that would allow an accessory building on a lot without a primary structure in a 



R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 913 Roys Road, PID 
#81807061.050 (GPC #24-24-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on May 15, 
2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: 913 Roys Road, PID #81807061.050 (See Exhibit A) 
 

 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 0.63 acres 

 
3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Available at current location 

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant 

 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Low 
Density Residential.  

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: There are other accessory structures in the area.  
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated  
 
2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 

be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 

 

Applicant Response: It will not be injurious to the neighborhood. 
 



 

Staff Finding: Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request will not negatively 
affect the neighborhood.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: We would like to move our shed to this lot.  

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception will not be contrary to the 
public interest, and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal 
enforcement of the ordinance would result in undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  
 

2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 
and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 



Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 

James Thomas, the applicant, said he wants to put a shed on the property to store his 
tools and equipment. He wants to put power to an existing pole that needs a meter. There 
is a bunker on the property that has been there for over 30 years. He said he would like 
to go ahead and put a freezer and some canned food in the bunker in case of a tornado 
or hurricane. He wants to place the shed on top of the bunker and run power to the shed 
and the bunker. In 2019 there was a trailer adjoined to the bunker that he demolished for 
the owner. Later he bought the property because he wanted the bunker. He also owns 
several properties across the street, including the property his house is on. 

Chairman Jamison asked why he didn’t put the shed on the property where his house 
is. 

Mr. Thomas said he already has one on that property. 

Mr. Ankerson asked to clarify some things about the request. He said the applicant came 
to the Planning Department wanting to get power released to the existing pole on the lot. 
Since we do not release power to a vacant lot, he said he suggested to the applicant that 
if he asked for a Special Exception to put an accessory structure on the lot, and if it was 
approved, then we could give power to the accessory structure. He does own property 
directly across the street, but it is not contiguous to this property. 

Jamie Hannah, the applicant’s daughter, said he has had some things taken off of his 
other property, so she suggested he put some security cameras on that property. He 
already has security cameras on his other property. He also wants power to the bunker 
and a shed for his tools.  



 

Christina Allen, who lives next door to the lot, said Mr. Thomas has made the 
neighborhood a lot nicer. She doesn’t think the bunker is safe and has called the city 
several times to say that it needs to be taken out. She said Mr. Thomas has people living 
in 2 RVs on the property where his house is that have been there since he bought the 
property. She is concerned that if a structure goes up next door there will be squatters or 
someone living in it that doesn’t need to be living there. There is already a Conex 
container, vehicles, and boat trailers on the property. She is worried that a bunch of 
equipment will be put there because he owns a construction company.  She said that she 
doesn’t want commercial equipment there because it would make the property a prime 
target for sketchy people looking to steal something.  

Chairman Jamison advised Mr. Thomas that he isn’t supposed to have anyone living in 
an RV on his property in that neighborhood. 

Patrick Brown, who lives at 5601 Dead River Road, said he doesn’t really believe in 
telling someone what they can do with their property, but he does believe the 
Commissioners need to be consistent.  

Jane Knight, who lives at 900 Roys Road, said the road is very narrow and is not 
conducive for heavy equipment or big trucks. The garbage trucks have trouble going 
down it. 

Chairman Jamison said that the shed he wants to build is not for commercial stuff and 
he is not allowed to park commercial equipment on the property.  

Mr. Thomas said the shed he wants is 8’ x 10’. 

Chairman Jamison asked if the shed could actually be put on top of the bunker and was 
the bunker up to code. 

Mr. Ankerson said he didn’t know what shape the bunker was in and all of that would be 
something that would be considered upon application for the actual building being put on 
the property. It would require an engineer to look at it and to see if a structure could 
actually be placed over an existing bunker. 

Commissioner Davis asked if there was any way to allow the applicant to put electricity 
in the bunker. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that the bunker is legal non-conforming. It was like having an 
accessory building left on the property when the trailer was demolished in 2019. This was 
a City abated property. When the trailer was demolished, it was brought to the attention 
of the City that the bunker was there. It is only there because it would have been more 
costly for the City to remove it than to secure over the top of it. It wasn’t an eyesore 
because it was below ground. They were told to secure it and leave it in place. 

Commissioner Davis noted that now he wants to utilize the structure. 

Mr. Ankerson said that even though he has decided that he wants to utilize the bunker 
he is not sure if he can because we don’t know what shape it is in.  

Commissioner Hudson mentioned that there were already violations on the property 
that needed to be dealt with. 



Mr. Ankerson said the violations on the property are a separate matter for Code 
Enforcement to deal with. 

Joe Winegar, who lives at 5564 Dead River Road, said that Mr. Thomas pays taxes like 
everyone else, and he is only asking for power to the property. Mr. Winegar thinks he 
deserves that much. 

Chairman Jamison stated that if the Commission approves the shed so that Mr. Thomas 
can get power, she definitely wants to approve it for only an 8’ x 10’ shed. 8’ x 10’ is 
smaller than the picture he showed the Commissioners but that was the size he said he  

wanted. She asked Mr. Ankerson if the request is approved, can he still put power to the 
bunker just because they are allowing power to the shed.  

Mr. Ankerson said you could put a condition on the Special Exception that power can 
only go to the shed. If he does anything different, he would be in violation of the Special 
Exception, and it would be revoked.   

Commissioner Hudson noted that as for security cameras he could use battery or solar 
cameras. 

ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner Hudson made a motion to recommend that Council deny the Special 
Exception. 

Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

  
AYES: DeAnna McManus 

    Maurice Hudson 
    William Davis 
    Chris Hoover  
 
  NAYS: Kay C. Jamison 
 
  ABSENT: Josh Ward 

Ricky Decoteau 
 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 

 
 

7. Consider a request for a seventeen (17) square foot variance to sign square 

footage requirements previously approved as a Special Exception located in a R-

1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3001 Ladnier Road, 

(GPC #24-25-VAR) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  



 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from PROMISS for a seventeen (17) 
square foot variance to sign square footage requirements previously approved as a 
Special Exception located in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District 
at 3001 Ladnier Road, PID #85106184.000 (GPC #24-25-VAR). The application fee of 
$175 was paid on May 21, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
In August 2006, a Conditional Use was approved for PROMISS, a non-profit Pregnancy 
Resource Center, that would allow them to be located in an R-1 Single Family Residential 
Zone at 3001 Ladnier Road. One of the conditions placed on the approval of the 
Conditional Use was that the only sign allowed would be what was allowed for a Home 
Occupation which was one unanimated, non-illuminated sign not to exceed one square 
foot in area mounted flush against the main building. The applicant is asking to be allowed 
to put up an eighteen square foot sign that would be mounted against the main building. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 17 square foot variance to the signage that was allowed 
when she was granted the Conditional Use.  
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 



UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 
not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 



 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present her case.  
 
Rachel Nilsen, Director of PROMISS, explained that they were an outreach ministry of 
churches throughout Jackson and George County and that all their support is from 
churches and individuals in the community. They are also a member agency of United 
Way. All their services are free. They have been in Gautier since 2006 when they 
purchased the property at 3001 Ladnier. They currently have a 1’ x 1’ sign with their logo 
but are wanting the larger sign, that would contain their phone number, so more people 
would be aware they were there. There is a large space on the building that would allow 
for a 6’ x 3’ sign. They are wanting a simple black and white sign that would be visible 
with their phone number. She said she had CupitSigns look at the property and they 
recommended a 6’ x 3’ sign that would fit on the wall to the left of the door. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if there was anyone present in support of the request. Quite 
a few people raised their hand but didn’t necessarily want to speak. There were none in 
opposition. 
 
Commissioner Hoover asked if the new sign would be illuminated at nighttime.  
 
Ms. Nilsen said they had thought about a small spotlight at night. 
 
Commissioner Hudson stated that a few years ago he noticed they had another sign 
there. 
 
Ms. Nilsen said they did have a banner that they were bringing in and out, and also two 
yard sale size signs.  
 
Commissioner Davis said there apparently were no problems with the banner sign other 
than it having not been approved. The new sign would be neater and more effective than 
the previous signs, and it would be on the building not in the yard.  
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the 
variance as presented. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 



AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

   William Davis 

  

  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 

    

    

 
Motion passed. 
 
NOTE: Commissioner Ward, who was attending by phone, left the meeting 
sometime during item #4. Item #7 was heard first, therefore he was attending the 
meeting at the time Item #7 was heard and voted on. 
 

 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council approved GPC #24-14-SE, and 
GPC #24-16-RZ. The City Council denied GPC #24-13-CU for an RV at 3309 Gatti Place. 
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson presented the monthly reports from May 2024. June’s monthly report was 
not complete and will be presented at the next meeting.  
 
 
 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

Commissioner Hoover seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

    DeAnna McManus 

    Marcus Hudson 

    William Davis  

    Ricky Decoteau  

     

ABSENT: Josh Ward 

Chris Hoover   

 

Motion Passed. 



 

 

NOTE: Commissioner Ward, who was attending by phone, left the meeting 

sometime during item #4. 
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VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot 

variance for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural Zoning District. 5900 Brown Road, 

(GPC #24-17-VAR) 

 

*NOTE: This case was tabled at the June 6, 2024, meeting. 

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  May 28, 2024  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot 

variance for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural Zoning District. 5900 Brown 
Road, (GPC #24-17-VAR) 

 
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Crystal Viera and Steven Brown 
for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance for a dwelling in an AG 
Agricultural Zoning District at 5900 Brown Road, PID #82429350.000 (GPC #24-17-
VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on April 15, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
There currently is a house and a separate garage apartment on the property. The house 
was heavily damaged during Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished. 
The garage apartment was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in the garage 
apartment until they can build a new home. The apartment is 848 square feet. The garage 
area is 875 square feet and can also be converted into living space. In order to occupy 
the existing apartment, the applicants will need a 477 square foot variance. The Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in 
an AG Agricultural District. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicants are asking for a 477 square foot variance to the minimum square footage 
for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural District. Although the house on the property was 
heavily damaged in Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished, the 
garage apartment on the property was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in 
the garage apartment until they can build a new home. The garage apartment has 848 
square feet of living area. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a 
minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in an AG Agricultural District. The applicants 
are requesting a 477 square foot variance. 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 



to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

 



 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 
not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

  

  



 

 

 

  



  

 

  

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

 

 

 

  

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

 

 

  

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 July 11, 2024  

GPC #24-20-SE 

Fernando Rodriguez 

2132 Dailey Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a mobile home in 

a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 2132 Dailey 

Road, (GPC #24-20-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 2, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a mobile home 

in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District, 2132 Dailey 

Road. (GPC #24-20-SE) 

           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Fernando Rodriguez for a Special 
Exception that would allow a mobile home in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 2132 Dailey Road, PID #85700145.000 (GPC #24-20-SE). The 
application fee of $250 was paid on May 3, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: 2132 Dailey Road, PID #85700145.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 0.34 acres 
Existing mobile home on property 

 
3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Available at current location 

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant, Mobile Homes 

 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D) Medium 
Density Residential 
 

8. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): 
Medium Density Residential.  

 
 



 

DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: I got the property using all my savings with the intention to 
set my mother in a free and clear of worries environment in the City of Gautier,  
 
Staff Finding: There are currently other Mobile Homes existing in the immediate 
area in the same zoning district. 
 
2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 
be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 
 

Applicant Response: By allowing my mobile home to stay on the property would 
not affect any neighbors at all. Seems like many of the homes nearby are mobile 
homes as well. 
 
Staff Finding: Future Land Use designation is Medium Density Residential. 
 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: I am not sure how to respond to that. I did get the property 

not knowing much about it. 

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception will not be contrary to the 
public interest, and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal 
enforcement of the ordinance would result in undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  



At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
 
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
 
 
 



 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 
1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 July 11, 2024  

GPC #24-21-CU 

Albert Guy Easom, III 

3101 Oak Street 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) in a Mobile Home Park in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3101 Oak Street (GPC #24-21-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 
  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 2, 2024 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a 

Recreational Vehicle (RV) in a Mobile Home Park in the MURC-MW Mixed 
Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3101 Oak 
Street (GPC #24-21-CU) 

 

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Albert Guy Easom, III for a 
Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational Vehicle (RV) in a Mobile Home 
Park in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District 
at 3101 Oak Street, PID #87010066.000 (GPC #24-21-CU). The application fee of $250 
was paid on May 8, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3101 Oak Street, PID #87010066.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area of Mobile Home Park: Approximately 11.47 Acres 
  

3. Existing Zoning – MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Mobile Home Park (See Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Recreational 
Commercial (See Exhibit D) 
 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   
  



 
 

1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the particular 
Zoning District? 
 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Recreational Vehicle (RV) is listed as a Conditional Use-Major 

in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 
vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 
other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering or other 
plans. 
 

Applicant Response: Other RVs in area 

 
Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-MW zoning district with a 
Major Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary 
to help the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development 
in the vicinity.    
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  

4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  
Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 
and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 
police and fire protection, and schools?   
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public 

services and facilities.  

  



 

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Recreational Commercial” for 

future land use of this property.     

 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 
real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 
dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 
nuisances?  Explain.  
 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 
it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations.   

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 
 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  



 
 
 
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 

 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

July 11, 2024 

GPC #24-22-VAR 

1801 Seacliffe Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

4. Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height requirements in 

a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1801 Seacliffe 

Drive, PID #82513460.060, (GPC #24-22-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 3, 2024  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) Variance to fence height requirements 

in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1801 
Seacliffe, PID #82513460.060 (GPC #24-22-VAR)    

           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Kelly Braud for a two-foot (2’) 
Variance to fence height requirements in a secondary front yard in a R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1801 Seacliffe, PID #82513460.060 (GPC 
#24-22-VAR) The application fee of $175 was paid on May 13, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant has placed a six-foot (6’) privacy fence in a secondary front yard area where 
the maximum fence height allowed is four feet (4’). The applicant needs a two-foot (2’) 
variance to the fence height requirements in a secondary front yard.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is requesting a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height requirements in a 
secondary front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. The 
maximum height for a fence in a front yard or secondary front yard is four feet (4’). (See 
UDO Article 11, Section 11.10.2) Her fence is six feet (6’) in height. 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 



 

(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 
not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  



B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

 

  



Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 July 11, 2024  

GPC #24-23-CU 

Karen Cooley 

3224 & 3228 Willis Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

5. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3224 & 3228 Willis Drive (GPC #24-

23-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 
  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 3, 2024 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a 

Recreational Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3224 & 3228 Willis 
Drive. (GPC #24-23-CU)  

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Karen Cooley for a Conditional 
Use-Major that would allow a Recreational Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-
MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District at 3224 & 3228 
Willis Drive, PID #87420108.000 & #87420107.000. The applicant plans to park the RV 
on the property line between the two lots. (GPC #24-23-CU). The application fee of $250 
was paid on May 15, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3224 & 3228 Willis Drive, PID #87420108.000 & #87420107.000 

(See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area of Both Lots: Approximately 0.26 Acres 
  

3. Existing Zoning – MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Vacant (See Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Recreational 
Commercial (See Exhibit D) 
 
 

DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

 
1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the Zoning 

District? 
 



Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Recreational Vehicle (RV) is listed as a Conditional Use-Major 

in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 
vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk, and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 
other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering, or other 
plans. 
 

Applicant Response: Other RVs in area 

 
Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-MW zoning district with a 
Major Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary 
to help the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development 
in the vicinity.    
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  

4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  
Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 
and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 
police and fire protection, and schools?   
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public 

services and facilities.  

  

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 



 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Recreational Commercial” for 

future land use of this property.     

 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 
real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 
dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 
nuisances?  Explain.  
 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 
it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations.   

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 
 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
 
 
 



The Planning Commission may:  
 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 
1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 July 11, 2024  

GPC #24-24-SE 

James Thomas 

913 Roys Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

6. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory building 

on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

Zoning District. 913 Roys Road, (GPC #24-24-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 3, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

building on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential Zoning District, 913 Roys Road. (GPC #24-24-SE) 

           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James Thomas for a Special 
Exception that would allow an accessory building on a lot without a primary structure in a 
R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 913 Roys Road, PID 
#81807061.050 (GPC #24-24-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on May 15, 
2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: 913 Roys Road, PID #81807061.050 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 0.63 acres 

 
3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Available at current location 

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant 

 

 
7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Low 

Density Residential.  
 
 
 
 
 



 

DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: There are other accessory structures in the area.  
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated  
 
2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 
be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 
 

Applicant Response: It will not be injurious to the neighborhood. 
 
Staff Finding: Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request will not negatively 
affect the neighborhood.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: We would like to move our shed to this lot.  

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception will not be contrary to the 
public interest, and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal 
enforcement of the ordinance would result in undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 



 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 



 

 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

July 11, 2024 

GPC #24-25-VAR 

3001 Ladnier Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

7. Consider a request for a seventeen (17) square foot variance to sign square 

footage requirements previously approved as a Special Exception located in a R-

1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3001 Ladnier Road, 

(GPC #24-25-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 3, 2024  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a seventeen (17) square foot variance to sign square 

footage requirements previously approved as a Special Exception located 
in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 3001 
Ladnier Road, (GPC #24-25-VAR) 

    
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from PROMISS for a seventeen (17) 
square foot variance to sign square footage requirements previously approved as a 
Special Exception located in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District 
at 3001 Ladnier Road, PID #85106184.000 (GPC #24-25-VAR). The application fee of 
$175 was paid on May 21, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
In August 2006, a Conditional Use was approved for PROMISS, a non-profit Pregnancy 
Resource Center, that would allow them to be located in an R-1 Single Family Residential 
Zone at 3001 Ladnier Road. One of the conditions placed on the approval of the 
Conditional Use was that the only sign allowed would be what was allowed for a Home 
Occupation which was one unanimated, non-illuminated sign not to exceed one square 
foot in area mounted flush against the main building. The applicant is asking to be allowed 
to put up an eighteen square foot sign that would be mounted against the main building. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 17 square foot variance to the signage that was allowed 
when she was granted the Conditional Use.  
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 



 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 



not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 



  

 

AUGUST 1, 2024  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

 
BE IT REMEMBERED that a meeting of the Gautier Planning Commission of 

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on August 1, 2024, at 5:30 PM in the Council 
Chambers of the Gautier Municipal Building at 3330 Highway 90, Gautier, Mississippi. 

 
Commission Members present were: Chairman Kay C. Jamison, 

Commissioners Josh Ward, DeAnna McManus, Maurice Hudson, Chris Hoover, and 
William Davis. Also present were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, Randy Pierce, 
standing in for the City Attorney, and Babs Logan, Planning Technician. Absent 
was Rick Decoteau. 

 

        
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

AUGUST 1, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (JULY 11, 2024) 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA) 
 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located 

at 2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075, from PL Public Land to C-2 

Community Commercial (GPC Case No. 24-27-RZ) 

 

2. Consider a request for a fifteen-foot (15’) variance to secondary front yard setback 

requirements for a fence in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning 

District. 1216 Grandview Drive, (GPC #24-28-VAR) 



 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure on a lot without a primary structure in a MURC-MW Mixed Use 

Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3204 Willis Drive, (GPC 

#24-29-SE) 

4. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a church in a C-

2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 7417 Martin Bluff Road (GPC #24-30-

CU) 

 

VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
 A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
   
 B. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
 
IX. ADJOURN 

 

 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the Agenda. 

 

Commissioner Hoover seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 
AYES:  Kay C. Jamison  
  Josh Ward 
  DeAnna McManus 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Chris Hoover 
  William Davis 
   
   
ABSENT:  Ricky Decoteau 
   
  
 

Motion Passed  
 

 
 
Chairman Jamison advised that the Minutes from July 11, 2024, were being tabled 
because they had not been completed.  

 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT 
LISTED ON THE AGENDA) 

 

 



Ellen Malone said that in order to read the sign posted on the property of one of 
the cases, she had to walk down into a ditch to get close enough to the sign to read 
it. She said that the signs needed to be bigger and placed where people can see 
them.  

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, stated that posting the property was just an 
added measure of notice that we do. It is not required by law. 

Chairman Jamison said that letters are sent out in accordance with the Unified 
Development Ordinance regarding Planning Commission cases. If she did not 
receive a letter, it was because she was not within the distance required for 
notification.  
 

 

OLD BUSINESS - None 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 
 

1. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 

2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075, from PL Public Land to C-2 Community 

Commercial (GPC Case No. 24-27-RZ) 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. This is a 0.23-
acre parcel that is located next to the Central Fire Station. There is an existing building 
on the parcel that was a Quick Lube type business at one time. Staff believes that this 
was rezoned as part of the rezoning in 2010 and that this parcel got included in the wrong 
delineation. The Fire Station is on a parcel zoned PL Public Land and the new business 
on Gautier Vancleave Road is on a parcel zoned C-2 Community Commercial. Staff 
believes the parcel in-between these two uses was mistakenly added to the Public Land 
zoned area. Staff believes there was a mistake in zoning. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Southern Oil Company for a 
rezoning of property located at 2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075, from PL Public 
Land to C-2 Community Commercial (GPC Case No. 24-27-RZ). The parcel is 
approximately 0.23 acres. The application fee of $300 was paid on June 4, 2024. All 
public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
 
 



 

DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location: 2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075 (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: PL Public Land.  (See Exhibit B) 
 
 

UDO 5.3.11 PL, Public Land - Purpose and intent. The purpose of this 
district is to provide for sites where governmental and quasi-governmental uses 
such as municipal and county facilities, schools, civic, cultural and historic sites as 
well as recreational facilities can be placed.  This type of development is usually 
developed as a cohesive unit with internal streets and destinations.  Due to the 
diversity of uses allowed, each use shall be considered a conditional use and 
subject to approval of the City Council.  A change of use on land zoned PL shall 
require approval of the Council. 

 
 

UDO 5.3.8 C-2, Community Commercial District - Purpose and intent. 
The purpose of this district is to provide areas of medium density commercial 
including a mixture of retail, professional services, and studios which cluster 
together. Community Commercial Districts are located primarily along 
transportation collectors such as Gautier-Vancleave. The co-location of 
professional services and civic uses shall be encouraged to strengthen industry 
and provide an attractive, pedestrian scale commercial corridor into the City.  

 
 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075.  
 
Location: Ward 3 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: PL Public Land 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Civic.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial to the North and West, PL Public Land 
to the South and East. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property has a vacant building on it that was previously an oil change business. It is 
currently zoned PL Public Land.  
        
 
 
 
 
 



REVIEW CRITERIA: 
 

The Planning Commission, in its report and recommendation to the City Council on the 
appropriateness of the request, shall study and consider the following criteria and record 
that the evidence presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO, if applicable.  
 

A. There was a mistake in the original zoning; or 

B. The character of the surrounding area has changed to such an extent 
as to justify rezoning AND there is a public need for additional property 
to be zoned in accordance with the request. 

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the 
applicant has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria 
items above have been met. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, 
the Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from PL Public 

Land to C-2 Community Commercial; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
Brett Frazier, Vice President of Southern Oil, said they would like to change the zoning 
on the parcel from Public Land to C-2. They have had the property up for sale for a little 
while, and his understanding is that in order to sale it, the future buyers are wanting it to 
have a C-2 zoning. He said to his knowledge for about 2 years they have been allowing 
the City of Gautier Fire Department to store some things on that property which is 
probably part of the confusion with the zoning.  
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Ward made a motion to recommend approval of the rezoning request 
because there was a mistake in the original zoning. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 



 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

   William Davis 

      

    

  ABSENT:  Ricky Decoteau 

 

 

Motion passed. 
 
 

 
 

2. Consider a request for a fifteen-foot (15’) variance to secondary front yard setback 

requirements for a fence in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning 

District. 1216 Grandview Drive, (GPC #24-28-VAR) 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He explained 

that the two lots the applicant owns are contiguous. The ordinance considers two parcels 

that are contiguous as one lot. So, in regard to setbacks, etc., it is considered one lot. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Charles “Vance” Cochran for a 
fifteen-foot (15’) variance to secondary front yard setback requirements for a fence in a 
R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1216 Grandview Drive, PID 
#85937028.000 (GPC #24-28-VAR).  The application fee of $175 was paid on June 25, 
2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant’s house is located on 1216 Grandview Drive. He also owns the lot directly 
behind the lot his house is on. He would like to place a 6’ privacy fence 10’ from his 
property line that runs along Lagrange Drive. This area would be considered a secondary 
front yard because it is located on a street. The front setback requirement in a R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential District is 25’ from the property line, therefore the 
setback for a secondary front yard would be 25’ also.  The applicant needs a 15’ variance 
to secondary front yard requirements. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 15’ variance to the secondary front yard requirements so he 
can put up a 6’ privacy fence around his rear yard that runs along Lagrange Drive.  
 
 



DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
 

 



 

4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 
not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case.  
 
Vance Cochran, the applicant, said he wants to add an additional 15 feet of fence to the 
back of his back property, so he doesn’t have to surrender 25’ of his property.  
 
Commissioner Davis said he saw one picket fence fairly close to the road, but it was 
only 4’ high. He did see several privacy fences on the south side of the road, but they 
were not that close to the road. 
 
Mr. Cochran said that on the north side of Lagrange, there are five 6’ privacy fences that 
are within 15 feet of road. He asked Mr. Ankerson if the fence had to be 25’ from the 
street or the property line. 



 
Mr. Ankerson said it had to be 25’ from the property line. He said the fence could actually 
be on the property line, but it would have to drop to 4’ at the 25’ setback line.  
 
Mr. Cochran said that the variance would still put him about 23’ from the road because 
his property line is 13’ from the road. He said he doesn’t want to have to surrender 25’ of 
his property plus the other 13’ to the road. 
 
Commissioner Hoover asked why he didn’t want to have a 4’ fence and if he had plans 
to do something in his back yard in the future. 
 
Mr. Cochran said he had no plans at this time, but he does have a swimming pool in his 
backyard that currently has a temporary 4’ fence around it. 
 
Commissioner Hudson said he doesn’t think Mr. Cochran should have to lose the land 
he mentioned. 
 
Commissioner McManus said that typically when the Commission approves something 
like this, they are hearing that there is a special circumstance or reason for needing the 
variance. She said there is 140’ of land in the back lot and she has not really heard a 
reason for needing the variance. 
 
Walter Malone, who lives in Hickory Hills, said he rode through the community recently 
and there are fences all over the place and it looked junky. He said there was no 
uniformity, and it was degrading the community and devaluing properties. He thinks the 
city needs to pay more attention to what is going on in the community. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Hudson made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve 
the variance as presented so the applicant does not lose so much of his property. 
 
Commissioner Hoover seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

    

 NAYS: Kay C. Jamison  

   Josh Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   William Davis  

 

  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 

    

    

Motion failed. 



 

Commissioner Ward then made a motion, due to the previous vote, to send the variance 
to City Council without a recommendation. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 
 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison  

   Josh Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   William Davis  

 

 NAYS: Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

 

  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 

    

    

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory structure 

on a lot without a primary structure in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3204 Willis Drive, (GPC #24-29-SE) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He explained that 
the applicant has an existing Conditional Use to have an RV on the lot from many years 
ago and that he does have an RV that he brings in and out. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Kenneth Simmons & Kenli 
Simmons Fall for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory structure to be 
located on a lot without a primary structure in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 
Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District at 3204 Willis Street, PID #87420025.000 
(GPC #24-29-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on July 12, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   
 

1. Location: 3204 Willis Street, PID #87420025.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 



Lot Size: 0.37 acres 
 

3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Available at current location 
 

4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 
Commercial – Mary Walker 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use 

Recreation Commercial 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant, Fish Camps, Marina, Mobile Home Park 

 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): 
Recreational Commercial.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: There are other boathouses and sheds in the area that are 
on lots without a house or mobile home. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other accessory structures on lots in the area that do not 
have a primary structure.   
 
2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 

be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 

 

Applicant Response: It will not be injurious to the neighborhood because there 
are other boathouses and sheds in the area. 
 
Staff Finding: A boathouse and boat lift are in keeping with the purpose and intent 
of the MURC-MW as defined in the UDO. Staff’s opinion is that approval of the 
request will not negatively affect the neighborhood.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: In July 2018 I was approved to place an RV on the lot. The 

RV would not always be on site. I would like to build a boathouse for my boat and 

a shed to store things in.  

 



 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception will not be contrary to the 
public interest, and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal 
enforcement of the ordinance would result in undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

 



RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 

Kenneth Simmons, the applicant, said the plan was to replace the rotted and collapsing 
bulkhead and boardwalk, construct a 14’ x 30’ boatshed with a lift, construct an 18’ x 40’ 
camper shed on a concrete slab, and construct a privacy fence on the east end of Lot 27 
that adjoins Ellen Lee’s property. He said he has owned the property since 2017 and is 
gradually making improvements. 

Commissioner Ward said he had noticed two RVs on the property now. 

Chairman Jamison said her understanding was that he was only allowed one. 

Mr. Simmons said there are two on the lot now. He said when he got his permit it was 
worded that he could keep one there for 364 days out of the year and move it once. If he 
had another one, it could only stay seven days. He said neither RV is permanent, and 
they were for family use only. There are no rental spots or anything. 

Chairman Jamison explained to Mr. Simmons that this was the fourth case within a 
couple of months that they have heard, and they haven’t allowed anyone else to have a 
camper, but his is grandfathered so he can keep his camper. She said the question is 
whether or not to allow him to put a camper cover and a slab for his camper, and build a 
boat lift when he is supposed to have a structure on the property before he can have an 
accessory building. 

Commissioner Ward stated that there have recently been some other bulkheads that 
were built in the area without permission. He said he could see where there was confusion 
about what was allowed because there are certain things in the area that aren’t 
necessarily allowed but were grandfathered. They have also approved certain things and 
then the applicant will do more than what they were approved for. An example, which is 
currently being addressed by Code Enforcement, is where one RV was allowed on a lot 
but now there are three RVs on the lot. He also said that when you start putting sheds 
and pouring concrete it begins to sound a lot more permanent.  

Commissioner Davis explained that when the Commission looks at these requests, they 
try to identify what the hardship would be in order to approve the case. He asked Mr. 
Simmons what he would consider his hardship. 

Mr. Simmons said that his RV is there 4 to 5 months at a time, and it is under the trees. 
He wants a cover to protect it. 



 

Chairman Jamison asked if he intended to build a house on the property at some point. 

Mr. Simmons said he did not. 

Chairman Jamison said that because they let another person keep his boat launch and 
lift, and bulkhead, she was inclined to let him do that but not put a cover over the trailer. 

Commissioner Hoover said that Mr. Simmons got relief from part of the Ordinance by 
being allowed to place the camper on the lot, but letting it be put on a slab with a cover 
makes it more permanent. He has no problem with him redoing the bulkhead and putting 
a boat lift in. 

Commissioner Ward said that a lot of what is going on in that area has happened 
because of many different issues. Some things were grandfathered, and some were done 
without permits. The Commission tries to give grace when they can but when you start 
putting slabs and structures that are there permanently and there isn’t a primary structure 
on the lot, everybody else is going to want to do the same thing. Allowing Mr. Simmons 
to do it would set a precedence. He is ok with the bulkhead because it is preserving the 
property and keeping it from washing out as much.  

Commissioner McManus asked if he had to have a Special Exception to replace the 
bulkhead. 

Mr. Ankerson said that a bulkhead is a listed accessory structure. 

Commissioner McManus asked if there were criteria that the boatshed had to meet. 
She was concerned about approving it, not knowing what it was going to look like. 

Mr. Ankerson said because it was an accessory structure, the size would have to be 
considered because it can only cover a certain percentage of the lot. There are no 
Architectural Standards in the Ordinance regulating what materials have to be used for 
accessory buildings. Structurally it will have to meet our adopted Building Codes and 160 
mph winds.  

Will White, who owns the property next to Mr. Simmons, said he bought his property 
because of what Mr. Simmons did with his property. He and his wife have worked hard 
to make the property nice. Mr. White said that at a previous meeting everyone was talking 
about how Gatti Place was its own little community. He feels that Willis is its own little 
community because of the things located in the area such as the marina, and the RV park 
the Commission just approved right across the street from Mr. Simmons. 

Commissioner Davis said he was not convinced that there was a hardship regarding 
the request for the cover and slab. He did feel that the bulkhead was almost a necessity 
to keep property from washing away. 

Commissioner Hoover asked if there was an issue with the privacy fence Mr. Simmons 
talked about in his narrative.  

Mr. Simmons said the privacy fence was not a priority. He was just going to put it up to 
make everything look better 

Mr. Ankerson advised that the fence was not something they had to approve. It was 
allowed by right as long as it meets the Ordinance requirements. 



There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 

ACTION TAKEN: 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend that Council approve the Special 
Exception with the following changes: allow the bulkhead to be replaced, and allow a stick 
built boat house with a lift. Do not allow the slab or the cover for the RV. The Hardship is 
that the bulkhead needs to be replaced for deterioration reasons. 

Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
  Josh Ward 
  DeAnna McManus 

    Maurice Hudson 
    Chris Hoover 
    William Davis 
      
 
  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 
 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 

4. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a church in a C-

2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 7417 Martin Bluff Road (GPC #24-30-

CU) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. There was a 

church at this location decades before the area was annexed. When it became vacant for 

over 180 days, per our Ordinance, it lost its legal non-conforming status. A church in any 

district in the City of Gautier requires a Conditional Use.  

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from 2BLEEV Ministries, Inc. for a 
Conditional Use-Major that would allow a church in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning 
District at 7417 Martin Bluff Road, PID #85432014.000. (GPC #24-30-CU). The 
application fee of $250 was paid on July 12, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential. The structure, that was previously a church, is located within the 
portion of the lot zoned C-2. 



 

 
1. Location: 7417 Martin Bluff Road, PID #85432014.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area of Lot: Approximately 4.65 Acres  
Existing structure that was previously a church is located on property 
  

3. Existing Zoning – C-2 Community Commercial (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Vacant Church Building (See Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Civic (See Exhibit D) 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

 
1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the Zoning 

District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Church or Place of Worship is listed as a Conditional Use-

Major in a C-2 Community Commercial District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 

vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk, and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 

other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering, or other 

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: Building was previously a church. We will also use it as a 

church. 

 

Staff Finding: The church was existing before the annexation. Until recently, it 
was a legal nonconforming use.   
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: Our church will be a positive light within the city and 

community. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  



4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No, not in any way. 

 

Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 

and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes, the current location has ample parking. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public 

services and facilities.  

  

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes, the property is currently zoned for a church. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Civic” for future land use of this 

property.     

 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 

real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 

dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No, the church services will not pose a hazard or noise 

violation. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 

it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes, we will comply with all guidelines for religious services. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations.   

 
 
 
 
 



 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 
 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present the case. 
 
Lee Capehart, representative for the applicant, said they wanted to start a church in the 
existing building. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if they would be moving from Pensacola where Mr. Capehart 
said they lived. 
 
Mr. Capehart said they would not be moving, that this would be like a satellite campus. 
He said they wanted to bring life to the community. 
 
Walter Malone, 1313 Hickory Hill Drive, said that he was speaking in opposition. He was 
hoping the city would go out and get a grant to build a community center there. The 
community has zero recreation in the area. There are no facilities for kids to go to and 
that site is an excellent opportunity for the city to do something to make that happen. He 
said he was not against the church although he wished the applicant was local. He 
doesn’t’ see where the church is going to benefit the community. 



 
Commissioner Hudson said the church offers the things he just mentioned. 
 
Mr. Malone said the church doesn’t offer that type of recreation because that is not a 
church’s position. He said the children have nothing, no pool, or anything.  
 
Commissioner Hudson said there were churches, schools, ball parks, libraries. There 
are plenty of things to do. 
 
Mr. Malone said these things were not in the community where he lives. All the recreation 
in the city is so far south the kids in his community can’t get there unless their parents 
drive them there. 
 
Commissioner Ward said he would rather it be a church there than a vacant building. 
He felt a vacant building would be more opportunity for something negative to happen.  
 
Ellen Malone, 1313 Hickory Hill Drive, said it was a church and it can stay a church. Her 
issue is what are you going to do at the church and if you are going to have things that 
are going to bring the community in. The children in the area do need some things to do. 
 
Chairman Jamison said that outreach in the community is what churches do and if 
outreach is needed, this sounds like a great location. The previous church was thriving in 
the 80’s and 90’s. If he opens a church, she feels that he will be doing things to try to get 
people to come to his church through community outreach programs. 
 
Commissioner Davis said he looked at their website and the special programs they were 
doing in Pensacola. He asked Mr. Capehart if he would tell the Commission about some 
of those programs they would be bringing to Gautier.  
 
Mr. Capehart said they have church conferences, seminars, healing centers dealing with 
suicide, child trafficking, etc. There are several things they are trying to bring to this area 
to reach different people.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked if they planned on housing anyone at the church. 
 
Mr. Capehart said no they would not be housing anyone at the church. They would hold 
seminars, conferences, and regular church services on Sunday, but no one would be 
housed in the church. In the future they might like to build a gymnasium and community 
playgrounds for young people. He said they had spoken with some of the people in the 
neighborhood and they seemed excited about the church coming to the community. 
 
 ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Hudson made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Conditional Use as presented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 
DeAnna McManus 

  Maurice Hudson 
Chris Hoover 
William Davis  

 
  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 
       
 Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson reminded Commissioners that the cases heard at the July 11, 2024, 
meeting would not go to City Council until August 6 because of the July 4th holiday. 
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson stated that the June and July monthly report would be presented at the 
September meeting.  
 
 
 

Commissioner Hoover made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

    Josh Ward 

    DeAnna McManus 

    Marcus Hudson 

    Chris Hoover 

William Davis  

     

  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau  

     

   

 

Motion Passed. 

 



 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Kay C. Jamison, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

August 1, 2024 

GPC #24-27-RZ 

Southern Oil Company  

2510 College Circle 

PID #82435010.075 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located 

at 2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075, from PL Public Land to C-2 

Community Commercial (GPC Case No. 24-27-RZ) 

 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: July 22, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property 

located at 2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075, from PL Public Land 
to C-2 Community Commercial (GPC Case No. 24-27-RZ)   

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Southern Oil Company for a 
rezoning of property located at 2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075, from PL Public 
Land to C-2 Community Commercial (GPC Case No. 24-27-RZ). The parcel is 
approximately 0.23 acres. The application fee of $300 was paid on June 4, 2024. All 
public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location: 2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075 (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: PL Public Land.  (See Exhibit B) 
 
 

UDO 5.3.11 PL, Public Land - Purpose and intent. The purpose of this 
district is to provide for sites where governmental and quasi-governmental uses 
such as municipal and county facilities, schools, civic, cultural and historic sites as 
well as recreational facilities can be placed.  This type of development is usually 
developed as a cohesive unit with internal streets and destinations.  Due to the 
diversity of uses allowed, each use shall be considered a conditional use and 
subject to approval of the City Council.  A change of use on land zoned PL shall 
require approval of the Council. 

 



 
UDO 5.3.8 C-2, Community Commercial District - Purpose and intent. 

The purpose of this district is to provide areas of medium density commercial 
including a mixture of retail, professional services, and studios which cluster 
together. Community Commercial Districts are located primarily along 
transportation collectors such as Gautier-Vancleave. The co-location of 
professional services and civic uses shall be encouraged to strengthen industry 
and provide an attractive, pedestrian scale commercial corridor into the City.  

 
 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  2510 College Circle, PID #82435010.075.  
 
Location: Ward 3 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: PL Public Land 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Civic.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial to the North and West, PL Public Land 
to the South and East. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property has a vacant building on it that was previously an oil change business. It is 
currently zoned PL Public Land.  
        
REVIEW CRITERIA: 

 
The Planning Commission, in its report and recommendation to the City Council on the 
appropriateness of the request, shall study and consider the following criteria and record 
that the evidence presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO, if applicable.  
 

A. There was a mistake in the original zoning; or 

B. The character of the surrounding area has changed to such an extent 
as to justify rezoning AND there is a public need for additional property 
to be zoned in accordance with the request. 

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the 
applicant has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria 
items above have been met. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  



 

CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, 
the Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from PL Public 

Land to C-2 Community Commercial; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



                                                   

 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

 

 

  



Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

August 1, 2024 

GPC #24-28-VAR 

1216 Grandview Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a fifteen-foot (15’) variance to secondary front yard 

setback requirements for a fence in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential Zoning District. 1216 Grandview Drive, (GPC #24-28-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 22, 2024  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a fifteen-foot (15’) variance to secondary front yard 

setback requirements for a fence in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District at 1216 Grandview Drive, (GPC #24-28-VAR) 

    
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Charles “Vance” Cochran for a 
fifteen-foot (15’) variance to secondary front yard setback requirements for a fence in a 
R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1216 Grandview Drive, PID 
#85937028.000 (GPC #24-28-VAR).  The application fee of $175 was paid on June 25, 
2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant’s house is located on 1216 Grandview Drive. He also owns the lot directly 
behind the lot his house is on. He would like to place a 6’ privacy fence 10’ from his 
property line that runs along Lagrange Drive. This area would be considered a secondary 
front yard because it is located on a street. The front setback requirement in a R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential District is 25’ from the property line, therefore the 
setback for a secondary front yard would be 25’ also.  The applicant needs a 15’ variance 
to secondary front yard requirements. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 15’ variance to the secondary front yard requirements so he 
can put up a 6’ privacy fence around his rear yard that runs along Lagrange Drive.  
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

 



The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 



 

not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 August 1, 2024  

GPC #24-29-SE 

Kenneth Simmons & Kenli Simmons Fall 

3204 Willis Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure on a lot without a primary structure in a MURC-MW Mixed Use 

Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3204 Willis Drive, (GPC 

#24-29-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 23, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure to be located on a lot without a primary structure in the MURC-
MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District, 
3204 Willis Street. (GPC #24-29-SE)    

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Kenneth Simmons & Kenli 
Simmons Fall for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory structure to be 
located on a lot without a primary structure in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 
Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District at 3204 Willis Street, PID #87420025.000 
(GPC #24-29-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on July 12, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   
 

1. Location: 3204 Willis Street, PID #87420025.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 0.37 acres 

 
3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Available at current location 

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker 
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial 

 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant, Fish Camps, Marina, Mobile Home Park 

 

 
7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): 

Recreational Commercial.  
 



 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: There are other boathouses and sheds in the area that are 
on lots without a house or mobile home. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other accessory structures on lots in the area that do not 
have a primary structure.   
 
2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 
be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 
 

Applicant Response: It will not be injurious to the neighborhood because there 
are other boathouses and sheds in the area. 
 
Staff Finding: A boathouse and boat lift are in keeping with the purpose and intent 
of the MURC-MW as defined in the UDO. Staff’s opinion is that approval of the 
request will not negatively affect the neighborhood.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: In July 2018 I was approved to place an RV on the lot. The 

RV would not always be on site. I would like to build a boathouse for my boat and 

a shed to store things in.  

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception will not be contrary to the 
public interest, and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal 
enforcement of the ordinance would result in undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 



3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
 
 
 



 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 August 1, 2024  

GPC #24-30-CU 

2BLEEV Ministries, Inc. 

7417 Martin Bluff Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

4. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a church in a C-

2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 7417 Martin Bluff Road (GPC #24-30-

CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 
  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 23, 2024 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a church 

in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 7417 Martin Bluff Road. 
(GPC #24-30-CU)  

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from 2BLEEV Ministries, Inc. for a 
Conditional Use-Major that would allow a church in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning 
District at 7417 Martin Bluff Road, PID #85432014.000. (GPC #24-30-CU). The 
application fee of $250 was paid on July 12, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential. The structure, that was previously a church, is located within the 
portion of the lot zoned C-2. 

 
1. Location: 7417 Martin Bluff Road, PID #85432014.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area of Lot: Approximately 4.65 Acres  
Existing structure that was previously a church is located on property 
  

3. Existing Zoning – C-2 Community Commercial (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Vacant Church Building (See Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Civic (See Exhibit D) 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

 
1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the Zoning 

District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 



Staff Finding: Yes. Church or Place of Worship is listed as a Conditional Use-

Major in a C-2 Community Commercial District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 
vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk, and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 
other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering, or other 
plans. 
 

Applicant Response: Building was previously a church. We will also use it as a 

church. 

 
Staff Finding: The church was existing before the annexation. Until recently, it 
was a legal nonconforming use.   
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: Our church will be a positive light within the city and 

community. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  

4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  
Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: No, not in any way. 

 

Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 
and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 
police and fire protection, and schools?   
 

Applicant Response: Yes, the current location has ample parking. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public 

services and facilities.  

  

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 
 

Applicant Response: Yes, the property is currently zoned for a church. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Civic” for future land use of this 

property.     

 



 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 
real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 
dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 
nuisances?  Explain.  
 

Applicant Response: No, the church services will not pose a hazard or noise 

violation. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 
it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: Yes, we will comply with all guidelines for religious services. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations.   

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 
 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Planning Commission may:  
 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 
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